Completing restitution, a key element of South Africa's land reform programme, entails government acquisition of white-owned farms. Some white farmers are willing to sell and consequently the government has paid them full market-related compensation. Others, however, refuse to sell, a right they have under the terms of the willing-seller, willing-buyer principle to which the government has committed itself. Why white farmers refuse to sell, even when compensation is on offer, is poorly understood. This paper therefore draws on qualitative research concerning white farmers in the Levubu area of northern Limpopo province to fill this gap in knowledge. The paper asks why white farmers were refusing to sell land to make way for restitution. It interrogates the material and symbolic factors affecting farmers' action and demonstrates that the respondents' justified their stance in relation to shifts in power in the agricultural sector, developments in land reform practice, and the respondents' strong emotional bond to the land. In so doing, the paper calls into question the underlying (materialist) logic of the government's mode of land acquisition.
INTRODUCTION
A central concern of South Africa's post-1994 democratic governments has been to alter the country's racially skewed distribution of land (Levin & Weiner 1997) . A land reform programme therefore exists to redistribute thirty percent of agricultural land from the country's approximately 45 000 white farmers.
One of the most pressing elements of land reform is restitution, a programme which enables groups of people dispossessed of rights in land under the terms of racially discriminatory laws enacted since the 1913 Natives' Land Act to claim back their land (for excellent reviews of restitution, see Hall 2003 Hall , 2004 .
A key aim of restitution is to provide redress to those dispossessed of land prior to the apartheid era beginning in 1948 as well as those (or their descendants) among the 3.5 million people who were forcibly moved from 'black spots' in the so-called 'white countryside' into the apartheid-era reserves or 'Homelands' between 1960 and 1985 (Platzky & Walker 1985 .
i Valid claims for restitution for these injustices are compensated by transfers of land or other means, including cash payments. However, recent estimates suggest that only around 6% of settled rural restitution claims have involved land transfers (Umhlaba Wethu 2005). The remaining claims, though, are mostly rural and expectations are that they will involve land transfers.
Whilst completing restitution entails the government buying particular tracts of land from them or other landowners and then transferring the land to beneficiaries, the South African government has been restricted in how it can acquire land. According to the terms of a 'willing-seller, willing-buyer' principle to which it has committed itself, the government must offer marketrelated compensation to landowners. Moreover, landowners can sell to other buyers besides the government. Farmers, then, have discretionary power, tantamount to a veto, to decide whether to sell to the government (Lahiff 2005) .
The fact that the government committed itself to this restricted mode of acquisition reflects the experience of land reform elsewhere in Southern Africa, as Lahiff (2005) has noted, as well as the government's broader commitment in the Interim and final Constitutions to protect private property rights (Ntsebeza 2006) . But the stance on land acquisition also has strong associations with the
Market-Led Agrarian Reform (MLAR) thesis advanced particularly by World
Bank economists Deininger and Binswanger (Deininger and Binswanger 1999; Ghimire 2001; Borras 2005) . Under MLAR principles, land reform is intended to be a negotiated and de-politicized process in which landowners come forward to sell when offered market-rated prices for their land. An underlying assumption of MLAR and a critical aspect of the logic underpinning the mode of land acquisition adopted by the South African government, is that (Mayson et al. 2001; Steinberg 2002) , and evidence continues to emerge of farm workers and dwellers suffering injustices at the hands of some white farmers (Wegerif et al. 2005) . play a critical role in affecting the pace and geography of restitution (Lahiff 2005 ), the precise reasons why some might refuse to sell are less well known.
Indeed, neither geographers nor the broader community of land reform researchers based in South Africa have paid too much attention to the role played by white farmers in the unfolding land reform drama.
iii I now discuss how the materials presented here were collected.
METHODOLOGICAL STRATEGY
The research on the topic of why white farmers refuse to sell land for land reform took place in northern Limpopo (see Figure In accordance with the story of Afrikaner nationalism, some explained that their forefathers:
…started 400 years ago; they trekked here, fought with malaria and the lack of infrastructure in order to build this, to leave this for us. You can still see their graves around here. We're a stubborn people, persistent, strong-willed, and independent (Personal Interview, September 2004).
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The experience of farming a particular piece of land, often with historical associations of a personal character, makes leaving the land very difficult.
Many of the respondents explained how they and their forefathers transformed the area through "experience, blood and sweat, and worries" (Personal Having noted the white farmers' material and symbolic interests in refusing to sell, it is worthwhile highlighting how the stance of refusing to sell was also a reflection of a particular imaginary about African farming styles; an imaginary that was used in conjunction with the 'land scandal' thesis advanced by Du Toit (2003) to further justify refusing to sell. In short, the white farmers' story of inadequate African agriculture constructed their stance of refusing to sell into a noble endeavour; noble, that is, because they believed they were protecting South Africa by staying on the land. Of fundamental importance in this regard is the extent to which white farmers express racist, essentialist viewpoints about and expressions which demonstrate these affiliations are therefore increasingly redundant as the terrain within which they operate changes.
CONCLUSION
To summarize the materials presented, the white farmers refusing to sell land for restitution in Levubu identified a variety of material and symbolic reasons for their stance of refusing to sell land. They expressed fears about the true intentions of the government. Changes in the structure of the agricultural sector had already left them vulnerable to competition from larger agri-businesses.
The material stakes were high; selling and establishing a new economic niche was risky. But the farmers also expressed more symbolic interests. There were attachments to the land; senses of belonging closely bound up with their identities as farmers, as Boers. Selling would be an affront to some and a defeat for others. Staying on the land, moreover, was for some of the white farmers, including those at high levels of local decision-making in the Levubu-based farming associations, a noble endeavour because they believed that South African agriculture would continue to survive if -and only if -they stayed on the land. In their view, Africans were inherently incapable of meeting the country's economic demands. The farmers repeated claims advanced nationally by the TAU that land reform approaches that fail to involve white farmers will lead the country towards disaster. Thus, the decision to stay on the land was explained by some as a matter of principle. Others, meanwhile, explained it as a lack of choice; that is, the farmers expressed a strong sense of spatial entrapment, which compelled them to stay on the land. In short, their actions stemmed from material and symbolic reasons. I should like to argue that these material and symbolic reasons -the economic and the cultural -were mutually constitutive of one another. For some to the South African government's left, such an argument will be succour to the position in favour of moving towards widespread expropriations of white-owned land. It was not my intention to lend support to that line of argument; however, it is difficult to imagine how the government will be able to complete restitution without taking such measures.
